Two experiments tested the extent to which the identifiability of one's individual output moderates social loafing-the reduction of individual efforts due to the social presence of others. In the first stage of Experiment 1, participants were asked to produce noise either alone, in groups of two and six, or in pseudogroups where the individuals actually shouted alone but believed that one or five other people were shouting with them. As in previous research, people exerted less effort when they thought that they were shouting in groups than when they shouted alone. In the second stage, the same people were led to believe that their outputs would be identifiable even when they cheered in groups. This manipulation eliminated social loafing. Experiment 2 demonstrated that when individual outputs are always identifiable (even in groups), people consistently exert high levels of effort, and if their outputs are never identifiable (even when alone), they consistently exert low levels of effort across all group sizes. In concert, these studies suggest that identifiability is an important mediator of social loafing.
In Western civilization it is commonly believed that being identified as the source of one's accomplishments and errors has an important effect on performance. Painters would be less motivated to create masterpieces if they could not sign their work in order to gain their deserved recognition. Actors are often as concerned about their billings as their roles. Athletes perform with one eye on their teams' standing and another on their individual statistics. Even in the People's Republic of China, where collective accomplishments enjoy ideological primacy, assembly line workers are asked to sign their work, presumably to improve the quantity and quality of the product. As a final example, we suspect that researchers might be less motivated to conduct experiments and write them up if they were not able to display their names somewhere on the published work.
In short, people seem to be more likely to do a task well if their work is identifiable to other people, especially if the other people are in some way important sources of reinforcement. Conversely, when people's outputs are unidentifiable, they seem to feel less motivated to perform well, either because they are unable to reap their proper rewards or because they can "get away" with taking it easy without incurring criticism or blame.
We feel that this process of reduced effort due to unidentifiability will help to explain a relatively old phenomenon that has recently been receiving renewed attention-a phenomenon we call "social loafing." Social loafing refers to the reduction of individual effort exerted when people work in groups compared to when they work alone.
In the first of a recent series of experiments on social loafing, Latane, Williams, and Harkins (1979) asked college students to generate noise, either alone or in concert. Sometimes clapping, sometimes shouting, participants managed to produce only twice as much noise in groups of four and 2.4 times as much in groups of six as when alone. In a second experiment designed to analyze the causes of this shortfall of collective effort, Latane et al. asked participants to shout either alone, in actual groups of two and six, or in pseudogroups in which each individual actually shouted alone, but believed she or he was shouting with one or five other persons. The existence of social loafing is demonstrated by the fact that when performers believed that one other person was yelling, they shouted 82% as intensely as when alone but when they believed that five others were yelling, they shouted only 74% as intensely. From these and other data, Latane et al. concluded that about half of the decrement in group performance on this task was due to social loafing, with the rest being attributable to inefficiencies of group coordination and sound cancellation (Steiner, 1972) . Harkins, Latane, and Williams (1980) replicated these results with a between-subjects as well as a within-subjects design.
Similar results have been obtained by Ingham, Levinger, Graves, and Peckham (1974) who, replicating an early study by Ringelmann (reported by Dashiell, 1935, and Moede, 1927) , found that participants in a tug-of-war pulled less hard on the rope if they believed that other people are pulling with them, and by Kerr and Brunn (in press) who found that participants pumped a rubber sphymograph bulb less hard when they believed that three other people were pumping with them.
Common to each of these demonstrations of social loafing is that there was but a single instrument for measuring group productivity. In the case of rope pulling, one strain gauge measured the total amount of pressure exerted; for bulb pumping, one spirometer measured the total airflow produced; and in sound production tasks, one sound-level meter measured the total amount of noise. Thus, for each type of task there was only one reading for a solitary performance and only one reading for a group performance. In Davis' (1969) terminology, these tasks are information-reducing in contrast to information-conserving tasks that preserve individual performances.
Because of this feature, individual efforts were identifiable only when participants worked alone. When in groups, individual outputs were lost in the crowd, submerged in the total, separately unrecoverable by the experimenters. This lack of identifiability in groups may have led people to feel less motivation to do well, less need to work hard. This could be due to expectations that they could not be blamed for poor performances nor receive credit for good performances (e.g. Maslach, 1974) . Thus, decreases in individual performance when working in groups compared to working alone may result from the fact that individual performances are less identifiable when working in groups than when alone.
The present set of experiments attempts to demonstrate that identifiability is a crucial factor in accounting for the decrement in individual performance in groups. If this is the case, making individual outputs identifiable even when performing in groups should eliminate the decrement. Experiment 1 was designed to test this prediction.
Experiment 1
Groups of six college males were asked to shout as loudly as they could for a series of 5-sec trials, sometimes shouting alone, and at other times shouting in pairs or sixes. They were unable to see or hear themselves, the other members of their group, or the experimenters. In Stage 1, participants believed that their outputs would be identifiable to the experimenters when they shouted alone, but not when they shouted in groups, since only the group total was accessible. In Stage 2 all persons were given microphones and told that their individual outputs would be identifiable to the experimenters even when they shouted in groups.
In fact, we were able to measure individual outputs alone and in pseudogroups throughout both stages. This was necessary because analysis of total group output results in additional sources of collective inefficiency such as coordination loss and sound cancellation, where maximum outputs are not simultaneously exerted or effective.
Method
Eight groups of six male undergraduate volunteers, a group at a time, heard the following instructions:
In our experiment today we are interested in the effects of sensory feedback on the production of sound in social groups. We will ask you to produce sounds by shouting in groups of one, two, or six, and we will record the sound output on the sound-level meter that you can see up here in front. Although this is not a competition and you will not learn your scores until the end of the experiment, we would like you to make your sounds as loud as possible. Since we are interested in sensory feedback, we will ask you to wear blindfolds and earphones and, as you will see, will arrange it so that you will not be able to hear yourself as you shout.
We realize it may seem strange to you to shout as loud as you can, especially since other people are around. Remember that the room is soundproofed and that people outside the room will not be able to hear you. In addition, because you will be wearing blindfolds and headsets, the other subjects will not be able to hear you or see you. Please, therefore, feel free to let loose and really shout. As I said, we are interested in how loud you can shout and there is no reason not to do your best. Here's your chance to really give it a try. Do you have any questions? Stage 1. Once participants had donned their headsets and blindfolds, they went through a series of 25 trials on which one to six people shouted. Each trial was preceded by the announcement of the identification letters of participants who were to perform. Their yells were coordinated by a tape-recorded voice counting backwards from 3, followed by a ring of a bell. Thirteen of the trials consisted of each person shouting four times in a group of six, once in a group of two, and once by himself. Interspersed with these trials were twelve trials, two for each participant, in which one person's headset was switched to a separate track on the stereophonic instruction tape. On these trials, everyone was told that only that person should shout, but the person himself was led to believe either that one other person would shout with him or that all six would shout. Thus, each person had eight chances to yell (each shouted by himself) in actual groups of two and six and in pseudogroups of two and six. Trials were arranged such that everyone had approximately equal rest periods between the trials on which he performed and so that pseudogroup trials were evenly distributed to eliminate possible confounds with practice and fatigue. After the first series of 25 trials people were invited to remove their blindfolds and headsets and to take a breather. Stage 2. Participants were then told:
Up to this point we haven't monitored your individual outputs when you have shouted in groups but have looked only at the group total. So when you yelled in groups of two or six we could not tell how loudly each of you yelled. Now, however, we are going to put individual microphones on each of you. In this way we will be able to tell exactly how loudly you are yelling alone or in groups of two and six and can determine each person's contribution to the group output. Remember that this is not a competition and you will not know your scores until afterwards, but we want you to shout as loudly as you can.
Everyone was given an individual lavaliere microphone to hang around his neck. One experimenter went into the adjoining control room where, visible through the one-way window, he spent about 5 minutes carefully calibrating for each person in turn a bank of compressor amplifiers. Each participant was asked to shout at exactly 75 dB (C) while, with a great many hand signals and other messages, the experimenters adjusted the compressor amplifiers appropriately. After the completion of calibration, participants were cautioned about moving their microphones and they donned their headsets and blindfolds once again in preparation for the second series of 25 trials.
Although it is possible that with the appropriate microphones and associated circuitry we might actually have been able to monitor individual performance levels, our equipment did not in fact allow us to do this. This failing is not serious, however, since the logic of the experiment demanded only that participants believe that they were being individually monitored.
Sound production was measured by a General Radio Model 1565B sound-level meter set to the slow time constant and C scale and located 4 m in front of and equidistant from each participant. The dB readings, which are logarithmically scaled, were converted to dynes/cm 2 , the physical unit of measurement for sound. Dynes/cm 2 are ratio scaled, allowing us to make inferences about their relative magnitudes. Data were analyzed in a 2 (Stage) X 3 (Group Size) analysis of variance (ANOVA) in which both variables were withinsubjects factors. The unit of analysis was the group and each score was based on the average output per person.
Results
We believe participants took the task seriously and devoted a good deal of effort to doing well on it. When shouting alone, they averaged 9.50 dynes/cm 2 (94 dB). This sound level is very close to that obtained in previous experiments in this series (Latane et al., 1979) and, from a distance of 4 m, is comparable to the noise in a subway station when a train comes through.
Stage 1. Although people were able to produce more total sound pressure when they shouted in groups, groups did not produce as much sound as would be expected by merely summing the solitary performances, with actual pairs shouting at only 59% and sixes at only 31% of their potential. In Stage 1 of Figure 1 , the area below the line connecting the solid circles represents the amount of noise produced per person in pairs and in sixes. This can be compared to the line at the top representing the sum of the individual potentials. Not all of the apparent reduction in sound output can be attributed to social loafing, however. The decreased per person sound pressure produced by actual groups reflects a decrement due to coordination loss and sound cancellation as well. Therefore we must examine individual performances in pseudogroups in order to determine how much of the reduction in group output is due to social loafing. People made 69% as much noise when they shouted in pseudopairs and 63% when they shouted in pseudosixes as when alone, F(l, 7) = 55.8, p < .0001. This difference between individuals shouting alone and when they believed they were shouting in groups indicates that people do exert less effort in groups than when performing alone, and represents what we have called social loafing. The stipled area bounded on the top by the hypothetically efficient group and on the bottom by the line connecting the hollow circles in Stage 1 of Figure 1 shows how much of the total group inefficiency is caused by social loafing.
Stage 2. People responded conscientiously to the calibration task. They worked hard to maintain a 75 dB tone so that the experimenters could adjust their equipment and gave no indications of suspicion; in fact, participants seemed quite impressed with our technical facilities. 2 ). Neither of these levels differ significantly from the rate for solitary subjects, but they do differ from the comparable pseudogroup performances in Stage 1, F(l, 7) = 37.8, p < .0005. It is apparent that the addition of microphones virtually eliminated social loafing in groups ( Figure 1, Stage 2) .
Questionnaire data. At the end of the experiment, participants were asked to estimate, in terms of the percentage of how loudly they could shout if their lives literally depended on it, how loudly they had shouted alone, in pairs, and with five other people. Participants reported that they shouted louder with microphones than without, 79% versus 76%, F(l, 40) = 13.9, p < .01, and that this held true even when performing alone, a claim not supported by actual performances. Further support for the suggestion that people's reports of their behavior and their actual behavior do not always agree comes from the fact that participants incorrectly reported that group size had no effect on their behavior. As shown in Table  1 , they reported that without microphones they always shouted at 76% of their capacities. Asked directly to compare how loud they and the others were when alone and in groups, participants again saw no differences due to group size.
Thus, in response to two different sets of questions, participants were unable or unwilling to acknowledge the fact that group size influenced their efforts or the efforts of the other participants. If participants simply did not want to admit that they were not shouting as loudly as possible throughout the experiment, they should not have confessed to shouting less than 80% of their capacity. Therefore, the data seem to indicate that people are unaware of the influence the group has on either their own or others' outputs, and that whatever the reason they did not shout as loudly in groups, it was not due to a conscious decision.
Discussion
It appears that making individual outputs identifiable when people perform in groups discourages social loafing. When people wear microphones they perform about as well in groups as they do when performing alone. This suggests that without individual microphones people felt identifiable only when they were alone and not when they were in groups. Since their solitary performances were identifiable, they either wanted to or felt they had to exert as much effort as possible to comply with the experimenter's request. In contrast, group performances allowed people to slacken their efforts, since their outputs could not be assessed by anyone.
Experiment 1 supports the inference that identifiability deters people from loafing, since making peoples' outputs always identifiable even when in groups leads them to perform at a consistently high level across all group sizes. If identifiability is the mediator, then convincing people that their outputs are never identifiable, even when they perform alone, should cause them to perform at a consistently low level across all group sizes. Experiment 2 will test this hypothesis.
Experiment 2
Experiment 2 employed a between-subjects design in which some participants were always identifiable, some were never identifiable and some were identifiable only when shouting alone. We predicted that when they were always identifiable, people would shout at a high level, comparable to when they were alone, irrespective of group size. Those who were never identifiable should perform at a low level of effort, comparable to that obtained in group conditions, irrespective of group size. Group size effects should be obtained only for those people who were identifiable only when alone, as in our typical individual-group comparisons.
In Experiment 1, since the same people performed in both Stage 2 and in Stage 1, it is possible that they were more used to the task, more tired of shouting, less embarrassed, or their throats may have been hurting more. However, we think it is unlikely that practice or fatigue had any simple effects on the overall level of noise production since: (a) people tried no harder in the solitary condition in Stage 2 than in Stage 1, and (b) previous research on sound production tasks has shown no signs of such effects over three replications of the basic 25 trial sequences (Latane et al., 1979) . It is possible, although we think implausible, that the group size effects depended on the fact that participants experienced both conditions of identifiability. Since the experimenters knew from Stage 1 how loudly people could shout, participants may have felt obligated to maintain that level in Stage 2. In Experiment 2 identifiability was a between-rather than a within-subjects factor, eliminating the possibility of such interpretations.
Method
One hundred eight undergraduate males were tested in groups of four. The groups, were randomly assigned to one of three instructional sets with nine groups of four people in each. As in the previous study participants were told that we were interested in the effects of the reduction of sensory feedback on the production of sound in social groups and were shown the sound measuring system, which now consisted of a microphone (or individual lavaliere microphones in the always identifiable condition), and a "24 channel FM tape recorder interfaced with a Data General Nova 1200 Laboratory Computer."
In the identifiable only when alone condition, intended to replicate the basic social loafing effect, participants were told:
Your outputs or the outputs of your group will be recorded so that when we are through with the experiment they can be analyzed by the computer to determine how much noise you make when shouting alone and how much noise your group makes. This means that we will not be able to tell how much noise each of you makes individually when you are shouting in groups, but only the total amount produced by the group. However, we will, of course, be able to tell how much noise you make alone. We are interested in how much noise you or your group can make, and we would like you to make as much noise as you can.
In the always identifiable condition, intended to replicate Stage 2 of Experiment 1, participants were told:
Your output when you shout alone and when others shout at the same time will be recorded so that when we are through with the experiment it can be analyzed by the computer to determine how much noise you make when you shout alone and when you shout in groups. This means we will be able to tell how much noise each of you makes individually even when you are shouting in groups. We will also, of course, be able to tell how much noise you make alone. We are interested in how much noise you can make when you are alone and when others are shouting with you, and we would like you to make as much noise as you can.
Finally, in the never identifiable condition, participants were informed:
All of your outputs when you shout alone or in groups will be recorded so that when we are through with the experiment they can be analyzed by the computer to determine the total amount of noise produced when the four of you shout alone or in groups. This means that we will not be able to tell how much noise you make individually, even when you shout alone. We will also, of course, not be able to tell how much noise each of you makes in groups. We are interested in the total amount of noise produced by the four of you when you shout alone or in groups and we would like you to make as much noise as you can.
All participants then went through two blocks of 24 trials within each of which everyone shouted twice alone, twice in actual pairs, twice in actual foursomes, and once each in pseudopairs and pseudofoursomes. The single and pseudogroup shouts were transformed into dynes/cm 2 , averaged within group size and analyzed in a 3 X 3 X 2 ANOVA with identifiability instructions as a between-groups factor, and group size (1, 2, 4) and trial block as within-groups factors.
Results
As in previous research in this series, in the identifiable only when alone condition, people exerted less effort in groups than when alone, F(\, 48) = 16.4, p<.01, although the amount of loafing was not as great as in Experiment 1. In pseudopairs, people produced 81% (7.29 dynes/cm 2 ) of their solitary performances (8.97 dynes/ cm 2 ), compared to 69% for pseudopairs in Experiment 1.
Replicating Stage 2 in Experiment 1 in the always identifiable condition, people produced virtually the same amount of sound pressure alone as when they were in groups and this level of sound pressure was as high as in the solitary condition of the identifiable when alone condition. People produced 8.81 dynes/cm 2 alone, and 8.79 and 8.75 in pseudopairs and pseudofours (99% of their solitary performances), resulting in no significant difference due to group size, p < .50.
In the never identifiable condition, group size again had no effect on peoples' performances. Shouting at the same level as in the pseudogroup trials of the identifiable only when alone condition, people produced 7.52 dynes/cm 2 when alone, 7.51 in pseudopairs, and 7.27 in pseudofours, p > .50. This was significantly less noise than people produced in the always identifiable condition, F(l, 48) = 11.5, p < .01.
These results, presented in Figure 2 , are in the expected pattern. The overall analysis supports this pattern with a significant Instruction X Group Size interaction, F(4, 48) = 5.25, p < .01. There were no effects or interactions for trial block, indicating that practice, fatigue or boredom did not affect overall performance or the tendency toward social loafing.
Questionnaire data. Participants estimated that both they and the other participants shouted at 82% of capacity and that neither set of judgments was affected by group size. Participants did report feeling more responsible to the experimenter when shouting alone than in groups, F(2, 210) = 9.70, />< .01. It appears that people are willing to admit that group size has some effect on them, but not that lessened responsibility justifies lessened effort.
Discussion
Each experiment has replicated past research on social loafing showing that people work less hard in groups compared to when they work alone. Both Experiments 1 and 2 showed that making peoples' outputs identifiable even when they perform in groups eliminates social loafing. Experiment 2 also demonstrated that making their outputs unidentifiable even when they perform alone causes them to loaf even without the participation of others. The results of both experiments suggest that identifiability of individual efforts is indeed a critical factor in social loafing-but why?
Identifiability could be important because it enables one's performance to be evaluated by other people. When performing, participants may have felt themselves subject to evaluation by the experimenter. They may have experienced "evaluation apprehension," an "anxiety-toned concern" (Rosenberg, 1969) that would motivate them to satisfy the experimenters' explicitly stated desire that they always shout as loudly as they could. Evaluation apprehension may have been especially high when performing alone or while wearing individual microphones when performances would be highly identifiable. Evaluation apprehension may have been lower when performing in groups or when individual scores were to be summed and performances would be unidentifiable. Cottrell's (1972) version of social facilitation theory posits that an evaluative other increases a person's arousal level, which in turn increases the likelihood or strength of a dominant response. It is interesting that this theory generally leads to the prediction that the presence of coactors will lead people to perform harder on well-learned tasks. In the present set of experiments the same explanation would seem to predict the opposite effect. That is, the presence of coactors should reduce a performer's level of identifiability and hence his level of evaluation and apprehension, leading him to experience less arousal and to work less hard than when working alone. This line of thought will necessitate a revision of the usual summary of social facilitation effects. There are cases in which one should predict that people will perform worse on a well-learned task when in groups than when working alone. A key difference between the standard social facilitation paradigm and the present one is that evaluation apprehension increases when coactors or audience members can evaluate an actor's performance in the social facilitation paradigm, whereas in the present paradigm coactors reduce each individual's potential for being evaluated (cf. Jackson & Latane, 1981) .
More generally, we believe that identifiability is important because it assures the contingency between effort and outcome. When individual performances are unidentifiable, there can be no causal relation between response and outcome. Whether earning credit for a good performance or avoiding blame for a poor one, identifiability assures the person that this contingency can be operative. Although it is unclear what outcomes people expected to earn in the present studies, it is clear that they were motivated by them. Seligman's (1975) theory of learned helplessness has drawn attention to the issue of effort-outcome contingencies. He claims that people and animals exposed to situations in which there is no relationship between their responses and their outcomes, whether positive or negative, learn to experience a feeling of helplessness. Helplessness can lead to anything from a loss of motivation to severe depression and death. It seems unlikely that the decreased contingencies between effort and outcome involved when people engage in collective action would have such catastrophic consequences, but they could lead people to slacken their efforts.
In the present studies, identifiability consisted of the participant's knowledge that his outputs could be linked to him by the experimenter. The concept, however, is obviously similar to other states, such as anonymity, deindividuation, and diffusion of responsibility, all of which should be enhanced by performing in groups.
Identifiable to whom! Participants in Experiment 1 were led to believe that after the session was over each person would be able to see his own and everyone else's scores. Being able to examine one's own scores as well as to compare them with those of the other group members may have heightened the competitive nature of the task and motivated people to perform well on these trials for which their scores were recoverable. However, in Experiment 2 participants were told that they would not get to see their scores even after the experiment was over and that only the experimenters would see how loudly they had shouted. Clearly social comparison and competitiveness are not necessary components of identifiability.
The experimenters in the first study stayed in the room with the participants and could directly observe their performance and evaluate it both subjectively and objectively. In Experiment 2, they were in different rooms and could only determine their objective dB meter reading. Whether identifiability involves subjective versus objective evaluation of output does not seem to be critical to the elimination of social loafing.
It appears that monitoring people's performance is sufficient to prevent social loafing. It is probably true that both the evaluation and the evaluator(s) must be regarded as important by the performer for social loafing to be effectively deterred.
Identifiability and the passage of time. Does identifiability lose its impact on the person if his or her output becomes identifiable only at a later time? It seem reasonable that the sooner one's output becomes identifiable, the more motivating it is. Performance in Stage 2 and in the alone conditions of Experiment 1 were identifiable immediately. Performances in the comparable conditions of Experiment 2 were to be collected in the computer and only looked at after the experiment was over. This decrease in differential identifiability may have accounted for the decrease in social loafing found in Experiment 2.
Are there degrees of identifiability! It may be that identifiability either exists or does not exist for a given individual at any given time, or people may experience varying degrees of identifiability, feeling somewhat identifiable, very identifiable, and so on. If the latter possibility is true, identifiability should be inversely proportional to the number of people performing together and we should detect differences in loafing among groups of differing size as well as between solitary and group conditions. In the present studies, although there was a tendency for people to loaf less in pairs than in the larger groups (69% vs. 63% effort in Experiment 1, 81% vs. 74% in Experiment 2), these differences did not reach conventional levels of significance. In line with predictions from social impact theory (Latane, in press) , sound pressure in the conditions where social loafing was expected (Stage 1 of Experiment 1 and the identifiability only when alone conditions of Experiment 2) was well described by inverse power functions with exponents of about -.2, accounting for 84% of the variance in means.
Cultural determinants of social loafing. Many societies, including traditional Oriental cultures and socialist political systems, emphasize group goals over personal achievement and collective action over individual effort. It is possible that such emphases would foster social loafing, because individual efforts would not receive the appropriate amount of credit or blame. On the other hand, it is possible that people successfully socialized into primary concern for the group would not loaf, since individual identifiability may not be important for them. Cross-national and cross-cultural research investigating these possibilities would help to determine whether social loafing is limited to modern Western urban cultures and the extent to which social loafing is modifiable by personal values, religious orientation, or political ideology.
Two Real-World Cases of Social Loafing
We conclude this article with a brief description of two real world cases of social loafing that, although not particularly serious or relevant to the central issues of our time, help to demonstrate the pervasiveness of the phenomenon and to illustrate the importance of identifiability.
Pickle packing. Turner (1978) described the problems facing production line workers in a pickle factory. A key job is stuffing dill pickle halves into jars. Only dill halves of a certain length can be used. Those that are too long will not fit and those that are too short will float and dance inside and look cheap and crummy. The dill halves and the jars are carried on separate high speed conveyor belts past the contingent of pickle stuffers. If the staffers don't stuff quickly enough the jars pile up at the workers' stations while they look for pickles of the appropriate length, so stuffers have a great temptation to stuff whatever pickles come readily to hand. The individual outputs of the stuffers are unidentifiable, since all jars go into a common hopper before they reach the quality control section. Responsibility for the output cannot be focused on any one worker. This combination of factors leads to poor performance and improper packing. The present research suggests making individual production identifiable and raises the question, "How many pickles could a pickle packer pack if pickle packers were only paid for properly packed pickles?"
Football linemen. Certain members of athletic teams enjoy less recognition than others. Football linemen, for instance, receive relatively little in the way of fan attention or media coverage. Unsung heroes, they work in obscurity while their efforts seem to go unnoticed by all but their running backs and a few linemen on the other team. Our present research might suggest that this lack of identifiability would lead these players not to exert themselves as strenuously as their more visible teammates. However, successful coaches work hard to counteract this tendency. For example, at Ohio State University under the coaching regime of Woody Hayes (policies continued under Earle Bruce), movies of each play and player were taken from isolated cameras and viewed by the entire coaching staff and players after each game. The staff screened and graded each play and computed the average percentage of perfection of each individual, a score known to teammates and helping to determine whether a player would start the next game. Also, weekly press luncheons were called to announce "lineman of the week" honors and the award of "buckeye" decals to adorn players' helmets, signifying their 110% effort on the field to teammates and crowd. Although it is not possible to test the effectiveness of these tactics directly, Ohio State has long been famous for the holes its linemen tear in opposing defenses.
Summary. Identifiability seems to be an important, albeit complex, psychological variable and appears to have great implications for human motivation and performance. Our findings suggest that identifiability may serve as an effective deterrent to social loafing. We believe that the results, like the methods, of our two experiments are cheering, since we regard social loafing as a social disease that threatens effective collective endeavor.
